aspects of the publishing process. Understanding this process from a journal editor's perspective is an important component in successfully navigating the 'publish or perish' working life of an academic. Particularly younger scholars may lack an understanding of the more practical influences on publication decisions. For many of them, selecting appropriate journals to submit to remains an uncertain, perhaps confusing, and not infrequently frustrating step. The current study seeks to address this gap in understanding by providing scholars with a more complete appreciation of the tasks of social science journal editors and the factors that influence their decision to publish or not to publish a manuscript.
knowledge about scholarly journal article publishing In the social sciences, what is known about the publication review process focuses on the content of manuscript reviews and the correlation between reviewer recommendations and editor decisions. Beyond this, and extending to journal editors themselves, there is little research available.
1 This is common across disciplines, as noted in 2010 by Newton, who concluded that 'few studies of editors' behaviours have been made and little is known beyond what they reveal themselves. ' 2 As such, there is clear need for investigations of how editors conduct their work, make their decisions, and influence both the dissemination of knowledge and the career trajectories of scholars. In addressing this need, the present study examines the experiences of journal editors across the social sciences. This advances the literature beyond recent discipline-specific endeavours.
The scant literature that is available is both dated and focused on individual journals. Examples in the fields of sociology and criminal justice are the studies on manuscript processing for the American Sociological Review during the period of 1977-82, 3 Social Problems in the years 1993-6, 4 and, most recently, Justice Quarterly during 2007-10. 5 All three of these examinations of manuscript processing rely on data from actual reviews of submitted manuscripts and show that editorial decisions are largely in line with reviewers' recommendations, although sometimes opinions vary widely among multiple reviews of the same manuscript. Most recently, in 2012, Tewksbury and Mustaine reported that across 1304 reviews of 541 manuscripts, the most common recommendation for a reviewed manuscript was to reject it (39 per cent), followed by a recommendation to revise and resubmit (31 per cent). Editors generally followed these recommendations, especially when a reviewer's recommendation was to reject or to request revisions of a manuscript. 6 When identifying problems in manuscripts, reviewers most often pointed to a manuscript's methods (73.6 per cent), data (71.1 per cent), and analysis (69.2 per cent). It was also noted that more than half (60.9 per cent) of reviews included at least one compliment about the manuscript.
More generally, across the natural sciences, medicine, and social sciences, Cicchetti (1991) reported that the most important aspects of a manuscript were consistently shown to be its 'perceived importance' and the adequacy of its research design.
7 For some, this should be an encouragement, as it suggests that better quality science is what is most likely to succeed in publication decisions.
Reviewers
Beyond examinations of journal operations and the work of editors, only one social science study has examined the experiences and perspectives of manuscript reviewers. Mustaine and Tewksbury (2008) surveyed 161 criminal justice scholars about their experiences serving as manuscript reviewers.
8 They found that reviewers reported doing an average of four reviews per year and almost never declining an invitation to do a review. Nearly 90 per cent of respondents reported that they see manuscript reviewing as a professional responsibility, that they see the current methods of manuscript review as fair, and that they genuinely believe that journal editors do seriously consider reviewer recommendations and suggestions. However, slightly more than half (53 per cent) reported that they believe editors are at least occasionally influenced by personal biases. Nevertheless, fully two-thirds of reviewers reported that they enjoy doing manuscript reviews. When asked to reflect on what components of manuscripts they see as more important when reviewing, more than 90 per cent considered the following to be highly important: quality of the employed methods, clarity of findings, and quality of writing.
Editors' Decisions
While Mustaine and Tewksbury (2008) provided insights into how manuscript reviewers approach and evaluate manuscripts under review, this does not tell us about how decisions regarding publications are actually made. While the issues identified by reviewers -both positive and negative components of a manuscript -are the data that influence a positive or negative decision about publication, editors are likely to perceive different aspects of manuscripts as more or less important and influential in their publication decisions. 9 The twenty editors in Lounds et al.'s sample, for instance, reported that the five most important factors of a manuscript were whether the study design is appropriate to the research question, whether the research is theoretically motivated, whether the results are interpreted credibly, whether the description of the study sample is adequate, and whether the statistical analyses employed are appropriate. The least important criteria of manuscripts were whether the study addresses a controversial issue, whether the author is well known and respected in the field, and whether results are consistent with stated hypotheses. 10 More recently, focusing on the experiences and perspectives of journal editors for the individual disciplines of sociology, criminal justice, and anthropology, Mustaine and Tewksbury (2014) reported that editors believe that the most important aspects of a manuscript for a publication decision are the overall quality of the study methods, the 'fit' of a manuscript with a journal's mission, and the clarity with which findings are reported.
11 In summing up their findings, Lounds et al. concluded, A publishable paper is the result of wise decisions by the authors throughout the publication process. It depends on formulating a reasonable theory and designing a study that can be telling about the theory. Measurements must be designed that are reliable. Appropriate statistical analyses need to be planned and carried out. Then, all of these decisions must be written up in a coherent piece of prose.
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Other, more focused research on the publication decision process has specifically addressed some fairly common concerns among scholars. Laband and Piette (1994) compared the impact and importance (measured by citations) of articles published in economics journals (and authored by an editor's 'colleagues and former graduate students') with articles that were authored by others. They found that, for the most part, articles authored by those close to an editor are typically 'better' in that they are more frequently cited in subsequent literature. 13 More recently, Medoff (2003) examined the quality of economics articles published by researchers with a connection to a journal's editor (most often via a seat on a journal's editorial board) and also reported that articles by such authors are of higher quality than articles by other authors.
14 Understanding the more practical aspects of publishing allows scholars to maximize their efforts by submitting their research to journals where their research may have some topical or theoretical connection.
Some authors may be troubled by the seemingly limitless power that journal editors hold over publication decisions. Indeed, as Christopher Schreck noted in his 'Editor's Farewell' at the conclusion of his term as editor of the Journal of Crime and Justice, the editor does in fact exercise significant influence and often enjoys fairly wide latitude in vetting manuscripts:
[A]n editor is much like a being with supernatural powers. Assuming that a journal's parent organization governs with a light hand, the journal is a universe to shape literally as the editor wills -we have the authority to accept or reject manuscripts, we assign reviewers (a power not to be lightly dismissed), we can respect reviewers' recommendations or not, and we can recognize colleagues with editorial board memberships. Journals thus often assume a distinct character, taking a form influenced by the editor's experiences, prejudices, erudition, and integrity.
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Although some authors may believe that journal editors 'just do what they want,' and although Schreck proposes that this could be true, the available research (as discussed above) suggests that this is unlikely in most cases. However, the actual factors that influence editors' decisions, the challenges editors encounter, and the way editors approach their editorial tasks remain mysterious to many social scientists. To dispel some of this mystery, the present study seeks to enrich our understanding of how decisions are made in social science journal publications and how social science editors approach their work.
the present study and its methods The present study focuses on identifying the processes in which journal editors engage when receiving submissions, soliciting reviews from reviewers, using reviews, and making final decisions on whether or not to publish particular manuscripts. In addition, we examine the roles that editors' personal interpretations of journal submissions play in explaining manuscript acceptance rates. It is our belief that this insight can be of significant value to all social science scholars, especially newer and less experienced scholars seeking to fulfill their professional responsibilities to conduct and publish research. Equipped with a better understanding of what decision makers define as necessary, important, and influential, scholars can better focus their efforts and (presumably) be more successful in their pursuit of publications. We work toward this goal by examining the experiences and perspectives of a sample of social science journal editors from the disciplines of sociology, criminal justice, anthropology, political science, public administration, and communications.
Data for the present study came from an anonymous survey completed by editors of journals listed as having impact factor scores in Thomson Reuters' Journal Citation Reports in six social sciences: sociology, criminal justice, anthropology, political science, public administration, and communications. Between spring 2012 and spring 2014, we sent email invitations to editors from these lists. The invitation explained the purpose of the study and provided a link to the online survey. Approximately two weeks later, we emailed a follow-up invitation to all the editors.
Sample
The sampling frame is all editors (N ¼ 344) from the lists of ranked journals in Journal Citation Reports for sociology (n ¼ 129), criminology/ criminal justice (n ¼ 43), political science (n ¼ 46), anthropology (n ¼ 67), communications (n ¼ 48), and public administration (n ¼ 11). Only editors based in the United States were included. 16 The sample was also filtered for editors who oversaw multiple journals, editors whose listed email addresses never received our invitation, and three editors who reported that their journals have no peer review. This reduced the total sample of invited journal editors to 204. A total of 117 responses were received (sociology editors ¼ 36; criminology/criminal justice editors ¼ 17; political science editors ¼ 13; anthropology ¼ 30; communications ¼ 16; public administration ¼ 5), representing an overall response rate of 57.4 per cent.
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Instrument
The survey instrument contained fifty-one items, presented in five sections: manuscript submission, finding reviewers, review content, manuscript publication decisions and issues, and editor experiences. Questions about manuscript submission asked editors to report the total number of new submissions received in the past year, the total number of submissions rejected without external review, the typical number of reviewers used, the percentage of reviews completed by editorial board members, the number of review requests declined, and the percentage of manuscripts submitted for which at least one review request was declined. In the section on finding reviewers, editors reported on types of individuals used as reviewers and the ways editors identified reviewers. The questions on review content requested information on the percentage of manuscript reviews including confidential comments to the editor, experiences in the past year with receiving reviews that the editor did not pass on to authors, editing of reviewers' reviews, and allegations of plagiarism. The questions on manuscript publication decisions and issues asked editors to report their acceptance rate for the previous calendar year, the percentage of manuscripts for which a deputy editor (or equivalent) was consulted on a decision, the frequency of authors arguing/contesting a decision, and the frequency with which reasons for rejecting a manuscript focused on one of ten reasons related to manuscript content. Finally, questions about editor experiences inquired about how often the editor completed reviews for her/his own journal and for other journals, experiences with challenges to efficient journal operations, reasons for being editor, and scaled responses regarding the editor's enjoyment of the experience, stress related to the role, and likelihood of being an editor again in the future. With all questions, editors were asked to approximate or estimate their answers as best they could. In the interest of preserving anonymity for a small and presumably homogenous population, we only asked one demographic question: number of years serving as editor of the current journal.
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Analysis Strategies: Bivariate and Multivariate Because the present study seeks to provide a description of journal editors' perspectives and experiences as well as any editor or journal characteristics that may be related to a journal's acceptance rate, we consider both bivariate and multivariate correlations.
For the bivariate analyses, we used measures of central tendency and other descriptive statistics (e.g., frequencies, means). These analyses provided a clearer picture of the journal editing experience.
We also conducted a multivariate analysis to highlight elements of the publication process that may influence a journal's acceptance rate.
Specifically, ordinary least-squares regression analyses allowed us to consider whether any of the following characteristics are important in understanding the varying acceptance rates of academic journals (operationalized as the editor's estimation of the acceptance rate of his/her journal in the previous year): of the journal editors (how many years they have been editors, how stressed they feel), of the journals (the estimated total number of manuscripts the journal received in the previous year), or of the manuscripts (the level of importance that particular factors had for editors in arriving at their publication decision: quality of the literature review, quality of the methods, strength of the findings, quality of the writing). Table 1 provides information about the manuscript submission process. We found that the number of manuscripts received per year ranged from 5 to 700, with the average number of manuscripts being 151 per year. The percentage of initially submitted manuscripts that were rejected without external review ranged from 0 to 99 per cent, with the mean being 30.7 per cent. When external reviewers were sought, journal editors typically used three reviewers (46.4 per cent), with a sizable minority (33.6 per cent) using only two external reviewers.
findings
Bivariate Findings
Finally, it appears that finding reviewers for submitted manuscripts can be a challenge, as the mean percentage of all review requests that were turned down was 41 per cent, and 57.4 per cent of all manuscript submissions had at least one review request turned down. So, whom do journal editors use as reviewers and where do they find them? Aside from using tenured and tenure-track faculty, journal editors are willing to use other sorts of academics and experts to conduct reviews for their journals (see Table 2 ). First, it appears that most journal editors are unwilling to use master's students as reviewers (only 5.7 per cent Average percentage of all reviews done by editorial board members
41.3%
Average percentage of reviews done by editor, annually 6.4%
How editors handle reviews they receive Value
Percentage of reviews with confidential comments to the editor 49.1%
Number of times editor received reviews s/he was unwilling to send to authors, annually
2.6
Percentage of editors who edited a reviewer's review before sending to author 58.3%
were willing), but most would use doctoral students (88.2 per cent). Editors are also very willing to use non-tenure-track faculty (84.7 per cent) and practitioners (77 per cent). However, fewer than half of journal editors were willing to use community college faculty (44.7 per cent), and even fewer would ask proprietary (i.e., for-profit) school faculty (26.8 per cent) to conduct reviews for their journals. Journal editors used several methods for identifying possible reviewers for submitted manuscripts. The most common was to maintain a journal database of potential reviewers and their areas of specialty (96.1 per cent indicated they used this method). The next most common method was to use the reference list of a submitted manuscript to select reviewers (93.9 per cent used this method to identify reviewers). Additionally, editors might solicit authors of recently submitted manuscripts to serve as reviewers (91.1 per cent), conduct online searches for scholars in particular areas (88.5 per cent), and ask for recommendations from editorial board members (84.2 per cent). Slightly over two-thirds of editors would ask a colleague for recommendations (69.2 per cent) and over one-half would consult conference programs (56 per cent). Only onethird of editors used the remaining strategy for identifying reviewers: consulting professional organizations' lists of members' areas of expertise (34.7 per cent). Interestingly, journal editors also seem to rely on their editorial board members for reviews, as the average percentage of reviews done by editorial board members was 41.3 per cent. Finally, some editors themselves did a small but not insignificant percentage of reviews for their own journal (6.4 per cent of reviews on average).
The bottom portion of Table 2 provides information on how editors handle the reviews they receive from their reviewers. Close to half of the reviews (49.1 per cent) contained confidential comments to the editor that were not provided to the author. Journal editors did receive reviews that they were unwilling to forward to authors, although this happened only 2.6 times per year on average. Nonetheless, fully 58.3 per cent of editors had edited a reviewer's comments before sending them on to the manuscript's author(s).
Moving on to data presented in Table 3 , we turn to aspects of the publication decisions made by journal editors. Editors reported a large variance in acceptance rates for their journals, ranging from 3 to 80 per cent, with an average of 29.3 per cent of manuscripts submitted getting accepted eventually. Most editors made publication decisions by themselves, but a notable number of editors consulted others (i.e., a deputy editor) an average of 33.4 per cent of the time. As reported by the editors, authors were not always willing to accept their decisions. Authors contested the editor's decision regarding their manuscript an average of 4 per cent of the time. Further, over half of the editors reported having to contend with at least one plagiarism allegation in the past year. Specifically, approximately 54 per cent of editors reported between one and three allegations of plagiarism during the past year, and the average number of manuscripts with plagiarism was 0.60 during their tenure as editor.
We turn next to the level of importance that journal editors give to reviewers' evaluations of various manuscript components. The survey asked editors to indicate how important on a scale of 1 (not important) to 10 (extremely important) each manuscript component was in their final editorial decisions. Table 4 indicates the average importance score for each component. Editors most valued the manuscript's fit with the journal (average score of 9.1 out of 10), the clarity of findings (average score of 8.8), the quality of methods (8.7), the conclusion/discussion/ implications section (8.3) , and the strength of the findings (8.1). These were followed closely by the quality of writing (7.8) and description of methods (7.6). Also of importance, but only moderately so, were the timeliness and comprehensiveness of references (6.9), the literature review (6.7), and, finally, the size of the potential readership (6.1). Table 5 identifies how often the journal editors faced particular challenges during their tenure as editor. Here, editors used a scale of 1 (never) to 10 (all of the time) to indicate how often they experienced various challenges related to their service as journal editor. The issue most often faced by editors was slow reviewers (average score of 7.9 out 10). This was followed by having too many manuscripts submitted (4.6) and poor-quality reviews (4.6). Issues occurring less often were receiving too many positive reviews (3.7), having too few manuscripts submitted (3.7), and having too few positive reviews (3.4). Having friends and colleagues expect preferential treatment (2.8) occurred least often. Table 6 highlights some aspects of the editors' lifestyles as working editors. Here we see that, typically, editors did not stop doing reviews for other journals once they became editors, as the average number of reviews editors completed for other journals was 8.9 per year. Editors cited three primary reasons for serving as editor. The most common reason was that they felt a sense of duty to the discipline/profession (17.9 per cent), the second most common was that they wished to influence the content of the journal (15.4 per cent), and the third was that they believed they would enjoy the work (12.8) . Notably, these editors Timeliness and comprehensiveness of references 6.9
Literature review 6.7
Size of potential readership 6.1 Too many manuscripts submitted 4.6
Poor-quality reviews 4.6
Too many positive reviews 3.7
Too few manuscripts submitted 3.7
Too few positive reviews 3.4
Friends/colleagues expecting preferential treatment 2. 8   table 6 . Editor experiences
Aspects of being the journal's editor Value
Number of reviews done for other journals per year 8.9
Reason for being editor Sense of duty to the discipline/profession 17.9%
To influence the content of the journal 15.4%
Thought I would enjoy the work 12.8%
To advance my career 6.8%
For the prestige 5.1%
To receive a stipend 5.1%
Average enjoyment score (1 ¼ no enjoyment; 10 ¼ high enjoyment)
Average stress score (1 ¼ no stress; 10 ¼ high stress)
6.2
Average score for likelihood of being an editor again, if asked (1 ¼ not at all likely; 10 ¼ extremely likely)
reported that they do enjoy their positions (average score of 8.0 on a 10-point enjoyment scale), and that they experience only moderate levels of stress (average score of 6.2 on a 10 point stress scale). Finally, most editors indicated that they would very likely be an editor again, if asked (average score of 7.1 on a 10-point likelihood scale).
Multivariate Findings
As we turn to the multivariate findings, recall that the ordinary leastsquares regression model includes the following as independent variables: characteristics of the journal editors (how many years they have been editors, how stressed they feel), the journals (the estimated total number of manuscripts received in the previous year), and the manuscripts (the level of importance that editors assigned to the quality of the literature review, the quality of the methods, the strength of the findings, and the quality of the writing). The dependent variable for this model is the journal editors' estimations of acceptance rates for the previous year. Table 7 shows the regression results.
Taking a look at the whole model, we can conclude that the seven variables, taken together, contribute significantly to the explanation for the variance in journal acceptance rates (global F ¼ 6.20; p > .001). In particular, this model explains slightly less than one-third of the total Even so, only three of the seven independent variables meaningfully add to that significant explanation. One measure of the journal, the editor's perception of the total number of manuscripts received in the previous year, provides the greatest amount of understanding about the journal's acceptance rate. Specifically, with every increase in the number of manuscripts received, the editors' estimations of the acceptance rate decreases by 0.08. This finding is fairly obvious and allows one to have greater confidence in the data. The remaining two significant variables measure manuscript characteristics. The manuscript's quality of writing and the strength of its findings, both of which are important to the editor's manuscript decision, also influence the editor's perception of his/her journal's acceptance rate, albeit in different directions. Here, we see that the more importance editors place on the quality of writing of manuscripts in their final manuscript decisions, the lower the perceived acceptance rate of the journal. However, the greater the importance the editors place on the strength of findings, the greater the editors' estimations of their journals' acceptance rates. While the reason for this relationship is unclear, the important point is that strength of findings appears to be primary in journal acceptance decisions. This accords with the observation of Cicchetti (1991) , who stressed that quality manuscripts are more likely to get published. 19 These findings need not be seen as contradictory. Focusing on the quality of writing may be taking a more holistic view of the manuscript, while paying more attention to the strength of findings may be a sign of viewing the bottom line as the primary contribution of a manuscript. Also, these two components involve different skills. The quality of one's writing is a measure of communication competence, while the strength of one's findings may be a measure of one's methodological and analytical skills. Social science journal editors clearly find both skills important in their assessment of submitted manuscripts. discussion and conclusion Overall the findings reported here suggest that social scientists can access information to help them understand the 'mysterious' process by which journal editors review manuscripts. What we see is that social science journal editors carry a significant degree of responsibility and perform a number of tasks in fulfilling their roles. As they pursue their regular job duties, not only must they rely on reviewers (whom editors identify as a large source of their stress), but also on the support and assistance of colleagues. The results of this study illustrate that editors frequently do solicit and receive advice from their editorial board members on many manuscripts. This may be especially important for young academics to realize, as knowing which scholars are associated with particular journals can be important when choosing where to submit one's work. The membership of a journal's editorial board should be publicly accessible information in most cases.
The large majority of editors also reported that two of the primary ways they seek to identify reviewers for submitted manuscripts is to consult editorial board members and to review the reference list of a manuscript. Consequently, it may be possible for authors to influence the selection of reviewers for a submitted manuscript by targeting journals for which individuals central to their own work/writing are board members and by ensuring that their manuscript cites the work of those who are likely to be positively predisposed to their topic, approach, and/or findings. Both of these strategies may help secure 'friendly' reviewers.
Our results suggest additional ways to enhance the strategic submission of a manuscript. Perhaps most important in this regard is finding out how well an editor believes a manuscript fits with a journal's mission. This can be accomplished by brief correspondence with a journal editor or a perusal of the content of previous issues published under that editor. This, after all, was the most highly rated criterion for evaluating a manuscript, although it is not a statistically significant predictor of the journal's estimated acceptance rates. Other highly scored components were the perceived clarity of the findings and the quality of methods.
It is also interesting to note that what editors reported as important in manuscripts may or may not necessarily be what journal manuscript reviewers cite as important. Previous research from Mustaine and Tewksbury (2008) reported that reviewers place high value on the quality of writing in a manuscript, which editors also identified among the primary factors in their decisions. 20 In contrast, reviewers did not see strength of findings as a terribly important part of a manuscript (they ranked it as third from the bottom in importance level), whereas strength of findings was one of the few significant influences on editors' manuscript decisions. It is easy to see why the publication process can be confusing, when reviewers and editors may or may not prioritize manuscript components similarly, and when editors themselves may be unaware of how their own decisions are influenced.
This knowledge of how journal editors manage the operations of scholarly journals is important and practical for all scholars. Rather than thinking of the submission and review process as a mysterious black box, scholars can acknowledge the logic and rationale governing editors' work and decisions. For example, since the idea of fit between a manuscript and a journal is important to editors, those who submit manuscripts without regard for fit may encounter rejections and become frustrated with the process and the efforts they have expended. Also, since the strength of the manuscript's findings influences the estimated acceptance rates, it would behoove scholars to emphasize their findings and stress their significance.
As with all social science research, there are limitations to this study. First, it is possible that when responding to survey items editors may have misjudged their experiences, providing inaccurate data. As such, it should be emphasized that these results really reflect journal editors' perceptions of their journals' processes, not the actual quantifications of their processes. In addition, even though we achieved a 57 per cent response rate, the full population under study is not large and neither is the sample (n ¼ 117) upon which our findings are based. As a result, only the most basic of statistical techniques could be used. It is also possible that the survey respondents may represent a biased sample of editors. While we have no reason to believe this to be the case, we are unable to compare the demographics or experiences of this sample with the larger population of social science journal editors. In addition, as the survey was anonymous, we are not able to consider the possible role of an editor's journal's impact score.
In the end, the findings of this study provide useful, practical information for all social scientists seeking to navigate the publication process successfully. Mentors need to consider teaching these more practical aspects of the publication process to their mentees, in addition to more traditional aspects of publishing research (e.g., sound methods, appropriate data analysis strategies, clearly relevant findings that are theoretically based). Regardless of how this information is put to use, it is important for all social scientists to recognize and understand the processes, decisions, and resources involved in the editorial decisions regarding manuscripts. 
